constantly expanding the universe of documentary inquiry, research, and theoretical implications, both within cinema and media studies and in such other crucial arenas as ethnographic research and historical inquiry.2 University centers such as the Center for Social Media at American University, the Center for Documentary Studies at Duke University, and the Center for Media, Culture and History at New York University have been flagships that bridge academic, policy, and practitioner concerns and provide leadership on critical issues of documentary production.
I have experienced the new academic expansionism firsthand as a result of being hired to teach at the UC Santa Cruz Community Studies Department and its brandnew Graduate (M.A.) Program in Social Documentation and, more recently, of being asked to join the advisory board of the even newer Documentary Film Institute at San Francisco State University. All of this constitutes a remarkable change from the days when the only place to grapple with documentary issues was the annual (and still thriving) Flaherty Film Seminar, where documentarians, scholars, curators, and students have gathered to fight with and learn from each other for more than half a century. Today these debates go on in documentary film festivals around the world, from the Sundance documentary competition and panels to the Silver Does, Double Take, and Hot Does film festivals in North America and the leading international documentary festivals in Amsterdam, Sheffield, Thessaloniki, and Yamagata.
The landscape for documentary production, history, and theory is richer than it has been in the United States at any time since, perhaps, the last explosion: the direct cinema or cinema verit6 movement of the early 1960s, itself now undergoing a striking revival with tributes around the country to Albert Maysles, D. A. Pennebaker, Richard Leacock, and Frederick Wiseman. Never mind that this revival thus far ignores the equally rich history of U.S. activist film: the Newsreel cycle of solidarity documentaries, the era of feminist documentary, the long history of early Latino and Asian American documentary, the distinctive contributions of gay and lesbian documentary, the Native American documentary tradition, the contribution of African American documentarians (especially to television, with Eyes on the Prize towering over all else), and all the struggles over representation, collaboration, audience, and exploitation that accompanied those movements.
The revivals thus far have followed the path of auteurism and, mindful of age, have been saluting the surviving founding fathers of the American documentary; while Shirley Clarke is no longer with us, at least William Greaves has seen a revival of interest. And, of course, equal attention still needs to be paid to the early New Latin American Cinema documentary movements along with the rich legacy of European documentary films inspired by a combination of Italian Neo-Realism, the French New Wave, and the post-Vertov Soviet styles.
Paradoxically, or perhaps predictably, the deep reflections on documentary within the academy-where Emile De Antonio, Joris Ivens, Agnes Varda, Fernando Solanas, and so many others are familiar names-rarely cross over into the popular press accounts of the documentary boom and aren't referenced in mainstream documentary reviews, assessments, or coverage. Instead, in keeping with the current state of U.S. independent film, documentaries are assessed one at a time, according to normative criteria: box-office performance, directorial intention, and preexisting popular interest in particular documentary subjects. According to the logic of the mainstream media, Fahrenheit 9/11 is important not for its organizing impact or political power (even though it didn't alter the last election results, it may well have hastened the Disney/Miramax split after the parent company forced the Weinsteins to buy the film personally for $6 million in order to assign its distribution out of house to a consortium shared with Lions Gate and IFC Films) but rather because it grossed nearly $120 million in ticket sales in the United States and nearly double that once its international release was factored in. The March of the Penguins is remarkable, in this world, not for its precedent as a remake (the U.S. distributor Warner Independent Pictures reedited and rescored the documentary and replaced director Luc Jacquet's original French talking-animals soundtrack with a new script voiced by Morgan Freeman in English) but rather because it scored second only to Fahrenheit 9/11 in box-office grosses: $77 million in the United States alone. The adoption of the film by the Christian Right as a contrary-to-science model of "creative design" and monogamy was the only other subject allowed to interfere with its unbroken march to theatrical success. These are two widely known cases, but the distortion of documentary in the media and the blogosphere is widespread. Journalists' disregard for the histories and strategies of documentary as analyzed and interpreted within academic discourses has led to the media's constructing its own myths, shaped entirely by market factors and, sometimes, personal tastes.
The kinds of documentary that become visible through the lens of the marketmedia complex are similarly ripe for dissection and evaluation. It is tempting to hazard a few suggestions of categories that might contain them. Super Size Me, for instance, has been welcomed into the fraternity of high-grossing documentaries despite its politics; it could easily anchor a new genre of"stunt documentary" that 
